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Letter No. 7
Andreas Mager, Jr., Assistant Regional Administrator, Habitat Conservation Division, United States
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office, 9721 Executive Center Drive N., St. Petersburg,
Florida 33702

Comment 7–1:
“Information contained in the DEIS indicates that the project area includes estuarine emergent
wetlands.  However, the NMFS cannot determine from the information contained in the DEIS
regarding project construction and related mitigation whether there will be a net overall adverse
affect [sic] to wetlands that support fishery resources of concern to the NMFS.  Accordingly, we
believe this is an opportune time to advise you of consultation requirements resulting from new
legislation.  In 1996, to further the conservation of marine fishery resources, Congress amended
the Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson–Stevens Act). 
The amendment requires establishment of guidelines for the identification of Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) and the inclusion of EFH descriptions in fishery management plans. The
Magnuson–Stevens Act also requires all Federal agencies to consult with the NMFS on measures
to protect EFH when an agency proposes to authorize, fund, or undertake an activity which
would adversely affect designated habitats.

The estuarine emergent wetlands in the project area have been identified as EFH.  Accordingly,
consultation is required pursuant to interagency coordination procedures specified by the NMFS
in the 1997 Interim Final Rules to implement the EFH provisions of the Magnuson–Stevens Act
(50 CFR Sections 600.805 - 600.930) if the Federal action agency determines that their activity
may adversely affect EFH.  The DEIS would be an appropriate place to document the results of
this determination and any subsequent consultation, if required.”

Response:
DOE has consulted with the National Marine Fisheries Service on measures to protect Essential
Fish Habitat. As part of the consultation, DOE prepared an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment
dated January 24, 2000 (Appendix F), in which DOE determined that there would be no
substantial adverse effect on Essential Fish Habitat in the project area as a consequence of the
proposed project. After reviewing the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment, the National Marine
Fisheries Service requested additional clarifying information regarding the wetlands in a letter
dated February 23, 2000 (Appendix F). After receiving the additional information from DOE, the
National Marine Fisheries Service sent a letter to DOE dated March 27, 2000 (Appendix F), in
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which they stated that they concur with DOE’s determination that the project would not
adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat and that they have no further objection to the project. 
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Letter No. 8
James H. Lee, Regional Environmental Officer, United States Department of the Interior, Office of
the Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Richard B. Russell Federal Building,
75 Spring Street, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Comment 8–1:
“On page 3-12, the consideration of heavy metal impacts is treated in just a few paragraphs. 
These paragraphs indicate that heavy metal concentrations are or have exceeded water quality
standards. The statement that metal levels exceeded state standards, but no longer do, is unclear. 
Did standards for heavy metals change or was a different sampling method used? This brief
consideration of heavy metal concentrations is inadequate to fully consider the potential impacts
to the marshes, flora and fauna of the Timucuan Preserve.”

Response:
The state water quality standards have not changed, with the exception of the standard for silver.
Sampling and analysis of heavy metals by the FDEP and JEA for the purpose of evaluating
ambient water quality have been conducted in accordance with FDEP-approved methods and
Standard Operating Procedures for laboratories with approved Comprehensive Quality Assurance
Plans. The results indicate improvements in the actual water quality rather than a change in
standards or the use of a different sampling or analytical technique. 

Section 3.3.2.1 of the EIS provides results of tests that demonstrated that contaminants in
effluent discharges from the St. Johns River Power Park/Northside Generating Station facilities
are not toxic to aquatic biota. Studies conducted on oysters held in cages for several months near
the Northside dock area showed no appreciable uptake and bioaccumulation of metals. 
Section 4.1.6.2 discusses the finding that the concentration levels of pollutants mobilized from
sediments during dredging operations for expansion of the Northside dock (Option 2) would not
be great enough to cause concern relative to their biotoxicity on resident biota. A report by Seal,
Calder, and Sloane (1994) indicated that heavy metal concentrations in the sediments of the back
channel of the St. Johns River near the mouth of San Carlos Creek were at or near background
levels. Also see response to Comment 8-2.

Comment 8–2:
“Timucuan Preserve was established by Congress ‘to protect the natural ecology of such lands
and waters’ within the boundaries of the Preserve. Emission of heavy metals will settle within a
few miles of the stacks and will directly impact the Preserve. Since coal is a primary fuel,
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emission of mercury is a major concern. The ash from the combustion process will contain
vanadium and nickel as well as other heavy metals.

The emissions of heavy metals and their impact on the resources of Timucuan Preserve are not
adequately addressed in the DEIS. Recent research has shown the presence of  heavy metals
already present in the sediments from locations with [sic] 10 kilometers to the east of the NGS
(USGS-BRD in preparation). We feel the final EIS must more fully address the impacts of heavy
metals on the flora and fauna. The final EIS must also analyze the impacts of the addition of up
to one-quarter ton of mercury per year, as well as other heavy metals, into an area already
showing signs of heavy metal concentrations in excess of state water quality standards.”

Response:
Although the report cited in the comment is not yet available, several agencies previously have
surveyed heavy metal concentrations in the sediments of the St. Johns River near Blount Island
and the Timucuan Ecological and Historic Preserve. Seal, Calder, and Sloane (1994) have
collated and summarized this information, including heavy metal data from two sites along the
southern and western boundaries of the preserve. As shown in Table G.1, levels of 

Table G.1.  Levels of heavy metals (mg/kg) measured in the sediments
at two sites (SJR 34 and SJR 35) near the Timucuan Ecological and

Historic Preserve compared to their no observable effects levels.

Pollutant SJR 34 SJR 35 NOELa

Lead 8.8 7.7 21

Mercury BD BD 0.1b b

Chromium 12.5 4.3 33

Copper 5.2 2.05 28

Cadmium 0.195 0.057 1

Arsenic 4.7 BD 8b

No observable effects level.a

Below detection limits of analytical instrument.b

lead, mercury, chromium, copper, cadmium, and arsenic measured at these two sites were well
below their no observable effects levels (Keller and Schell 1993; MacDonald 1993). Mercury
was not detected at either site. Although the detection limits of analytical instruments used to
measure mercury can vary between laboratories, the detection limits are typically well below the
no observable effects level of 0.1 mg/kg for mercury (T.L. Seal, FDEP, personal communication
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to S.M. Adams, ORNL, December 1, 1999). The heavy metal data reported from these two sites
are considered to be at natural or background levels for areas characterized by sediments with
relatively low clay and aluminum content (Schropp and Windom 1988; FDEP 1994). Therefore,
if the levels of heavy metals measured in the sediments along the preserve boundaries represent
those concentrations within the preserve, then the observed levels of these metals should pose no
ecotoxicological risk to organisms of the preserve because all of the metal concentrations are
well below their no observable effects levels.

With regard to the proposed project, the repowered Unit 2 would emit approximately 0.10 tons
per year of mercury from burning entirely coal or 0.02 tons per year from burning entirely
petroleum coke (Table 4.1.5 of the EIS). The repowered Unit 1 would also emit these quantities.
A blend of these two fuels during operation of the units would result in mercury emissions
between this range. The permitted limit for mercury emissions from each unit would be
0.03 lb/hour for a 6-hour average. In the unlikely event that measured emissions were higher than
expected, the combustion process would be fine-tuned to ensure that the permitted limit would
not be exceeded. The emissions of other heavy metals are given in Table D.1.

Much uncertainty exists regarding the spatial distribution of mercury deposition downwind of
emissions sources. Likewise, source identification and attribution based on measurements of
mercury deposition (i.e., working in the reverse direction to identify sources of measured
deposition) have proven difficult. Moreover, not all emissions are produced by human activity,
and lack of reliable data about the speciation of mercury in source emissions further contributes
to assessment difficulties (Hanisch 1998). Controversy exists regarding the magnitude of the
local impact from sources such as power plants. Few data are available about mercury
concentrations in the vicinity of emissions point sources (Hanisch 1998). Global and regional
models suggest that about 50% of manmade mercury emissions are transported globally, while
the remaining 50% deposit on a local or regional scale (EPRI 1994; Bullock, Brehme, and Mapp
1998). Another study has indicated that mercury is more of a global or regional problem than one
of local concern because computer modeling has shown that most mercury emissions from power
plants are transported over 60 miles away (Constantinou, Wu, and Seigneur 1995). However,
some field measurements of oxidized, inorganic mercury appear to contradict this finding. This
species normally represents only about 3% of total gaseous mercury, but is expected to account
for a major portion of mercury dry deposition. On the basis of measurements near the ground in
close vicinity to power plants, a study concluded that cutting a local emissions source of
oxidized, inorganic mercury could result in some local reduction of deposition (Lindberg and
Stratton 1998). Similar uncertainty exists for other heavy metals. 
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While demonstration of the proposed project is not expected to evaluate specifically the impact
of the project on the resources of the Timucuan Ecological and Historic Preserve, data obtained
during the demonstration would characterize and quantify emissions of heavy metals. Heavy
metals that would be measured in the flue gas from the firing of coal and petroleum coke during
the demonstration include mercury, lead, antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, cobalt, manganese, nickel, selenium, and vanadium. In addition to allowing
prospective customers to assess the potential of CFB technology for commercial application, the
data would be available for use in studies conducted by other agencies and organizations. 

Section 4.1.2.2 of the EIS text has been modified to incorporate the above information.

Comment 8–3:
“While we agree that with appropriate precautions the proposed project is not likely to adversely
affect the Florida manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris), some of the factual statements in the
draft EIS regarding manatees are inaccurate or incorrect.  We recommend that the final EIS be
revised to reflect the following information. The headings below correspond to the headings in
the draft EIS.

3.6.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

P. 3-41. The first sentence on this page references the ‘U.S. Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1992.’ The correct citation is the U.S. Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended.”

Response:
Section 3.6.3 of the EIS text has been modified to indicate the correct citation.

Comment 8–4:
“Pp. 4-45, 46. This section of the draft EIS states that manatees probably would not frequent the
dock area because no submerged vegetation is available in the vicinity. Such statements are
erroneous. Manatees are attracted to the southern shore of Blount Island (and the vicinity of the
project site) by emergent cordgrasses (Spartina sp.) (see Baugh, et al. 1989), and also use the
shoreline area as a travel corridor.”

Response:
Section 4.1.6.3 of the EIS text has been revised to incorporate the information in the comment.
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Comment 8–5:
“When discussing the project’s potential to ‘take’ manatees, the draft EIS cites Brody (1993),
who stated that ‘the major threats to manatees in the St. Johns River appear to be wounds
inflicted by boat propellers, which are rarely fatal, and collisions with boats, which are more
frequently fatal.’ While watercraft collisions are a major threat to manatees in this area, boat
propellers are more than rarely fatal. The State of Florida, through its examination of manatee
carcasses, has found that the number of manatees killed by watercraft are evenly divided between
the number of animals killed by impacts versus propellers, and a small number of animals are
killed by a combination of the two factors (Ackerman, et al., 1995). Furthermore, while it is true
that locally adopted speed restrictions will help reduce the probability of watercraft collisions
with fast-moving boats, a small number of manatees are killed by large commercial vessels in the
Jacksonville port area. These vessels rarely operate at high speeds and presumably kill these
animals by ‘drawing’ them into their props or by crushing them between the hull and river
bottom. Local speed restrictions will minimally affect vessel operations and their effects on
manatees in the dock area.”

Response:
Section 4.1.6.3 of the EIS text has been revised to incorporate the information in the comment.

Comment 8–6:
“In the discussion concerning the project’s heated discharge, concerns about the manatees using
the discharge and being subjected to ‘cold shock’ in the event of a shut down are unfounded.
Unless the proposed project alters the existing discharge in such a way as to attract manatees,
data suggests that the current discharge does not attract manatees and, as such, shut downs
should have no effect on manatees.”

Response:
Section 4.1.6.3 of the EIS text has been revised to incorporate the information in the comment.

Comment 8–7:
“Given appropriate safeguards, the Fish and Wildlife (Service) believes that impacts to manatees
from the proposed project will be negligible. In particular, precautions should be taken during
any water borne construction activities; vessel operators using the site should be educated about
manatees and steps that should be taken to avoid collisions; and no changes should be made to
the existing outfall that would attract manatees to the site.”
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Response:
In accordance with the conditions contained in the Submerged Lands & Environmental Resource
Permit (SLERP) issued by the FDEP and the Section 404 Permit for Dredged or Fill Material
issued by the COE, the following manatee precautions would be taken during all waterborne
construction activities, including dredging and construction of the new dock (Option 2) and
materials handling system:

• During all in-water construction activities, at least one experienced observer would be
designated to watch for manatees. The observer would wear polarized sunglasses to aid in
observation. The observer would advise personnel to stop work immediately if manatees
were sighted within 50 ft of any in-water construction activity.

• In-water construction work and movement of vessels associated with the project (e.g., work
barges) would not occur between sunset and sunrise, when it would be more difficult to spot
manatees. The vessels would always operate at “idle speed/no wake” while in the
construction area and while in waters where the vessel bottoms would be less than 4 ft from
the bottom of the water body. All vessels would travel in deep water whenever possible.

• The construction contractor would instruct all personnel of the potential presence of
manatees and the need to avoid collisions with manatees. Construction personnel would be
advised of the civil and criminal penalties for harming, harassing, or killing manatees as
outlined in the U.S. Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended, the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, and the Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act. Construction personnel would
implement appropriate precautions to protect manatees.

• Prior to commencement of construction, the contractor would display at least two temporary
signs concerning manatees.

• Siltation barriers would be properly secured so that manatees would not become entangled,
and the barriers would be inspected at least once daily to avoid manatee entrapment. Barriers
would not block manatee entry to or exit from essential habitat.

• The contractor would maintain a log during the contract period that documents any sightings,
collisions, or injuries to manatees. Any collisions with and/or injuries to manatees would be
reported immediately to the Florida Marine Patrol and the FDEP Office of Protected Species
Management.
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In addition, prior to using the new dock, a fender/bumper system would be installed at or above
the mean high water level to minimize the risk of crushing manatees during vessel docking and
mooring. Permanent signs would be installed to alert boaters using docking facilities of the
potential presence of manatees, and two “Caution: Manatees” signs would be installed at the
pier. No changes that would attract manatees would be made to the existing outfall.

The information in this response has been included in Section 4.1.6.3 of the EIS.
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Letter No. 9
Heinz J. Mueller, Chief, Office of Environmental Assessment, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 4, Atlanta Federal Center, 61 Forsyth Street, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

Comment 9–1:
“Page 3-56 indicates that ambient levels ranged approximately 41-46 dBA at night and
55-60 dBA during the day. It is unclear, however, if these ambient measurements are in the Leq,
L10, L50 or L90 metrics listed as being used (page 3-54). We assume that the Leq descriptor was
used for the background noise surveys; however, the FEIS should clarify. We note that the
Jacksonville city noise ordinance limits nighttime noise levels at residences to 60 dBA.”

Response:
The ambient levels are expressed as Leq. Section 3.9.2 of the EIS text has been modified to
reflect this metric.

Comment 9–2:
“If the Leq metric was used, it is an average level over a given period of time. It should be noted
that certain project-related single-event noise levels that are much greater than average levels
also occur under ambient conditions such as steam blowout noises and some of the train whistles
due to the operation of the existing plant.”

Response:
The information in the comment has been included in Section 3.9.2 of the EIS text.

Comment 9–3:
“Construction Noise - We appreciate that examples of noisy construction equipment were listed
in the DEIS (such as pile drivers) and predictions of their noise attenuations over distance
(pages 4-58 and 4-59). The FEIS should clarify if the documented noise attenuation levels were
determined by calculation (based on distance from source), by model, or by another method.”

Response:
The documented noise attenuation levels were determined by calculation (based on distance from
source) from initial noise levels of construction equipment at 50 ft (EPA 1971).
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Comment 9–4:
“The expected length of the time of construction should be included in the FEIS in order to gain
a perspective of the magnitude of the construction noise.”

Response:
Section 4.1.10.2 of the EIS, which discusses the potential impacts of construction noise, notes
that the peak construction period would occur for about 3 months in late 2000 and early 2001.
Section 2.1.4 indicates that JEA has begun initial construction activities at their own risk
(without DOE funding). Construction would take approximately two years and, consistent with
the original JEA schedule, would be completed in December 2001. Section 2.1.4 also notes that
construction crews would probably work five 8-hour days with the option for four 10-hours days,
and that construction deliveries would normally be made by truck between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.

Comment 9–5:
“Operational Noise - Residents would be affected by intrusive noise levels resulting from steam
blowouts and other operations. The FEIS should document the number of such residents affected
within the prescribed 0.5 mile radius (what is the basis for selection of a 0.5-mi radius?).”

Response:
Because noise attenuates as it propagates from its source, residents within a 0.5-mile radius
would be most affected by intrusive noise levels resulting from steam blowouts and other
operations. The number of residents affected within the 0.5-mile radius would be less than 100.
The general public, including residents affected outside the prescribed 0.5-mile radius, would be
targeted in the public awareness program through newspaper and radio announcements.

Comment 9–6:
“Since trains, trucks and barges would be used to haul in coal and limestone, the FEIS should
estimate the number of residences affected along such routes within a 5-mile radius of the plant.
The noise levels at the nearest residences should also be disclosed.”

Response:
The issue of noise impacts resulting from rail traffic was raised at the public scoping meeting.
Impacts associated with truck and barge traffic are expected to be measurably less. The distance
from the location where the CSX rail line crosses 44th Street (about a mile and a quarter south of
the Trout River) to the St. Johns River Power Park is slightly more than 10 miles. Along this
route, the planned land use in the vicinity of the rail line is about one-half industrial, one-third
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residential, and one-eighth commercial, with a very small amount of land devoted to public
facilities. Of the industrial land—the largest single usage—about three-fifths is dedicated to light
industry and the remainder to heavy industry. Nearly all of the residential land is zoned for low-
density occupation. As mentioned in Section 3.9.1.2 of the EIS, the rail line runs through the
residential communities of Panama Park and North Shore and passes along the northern edge of
San Mateo.

Section 3.9.1.2 indicates that a total of about 115 one-way trips per week are currently made on
the CSX line paralleling U.S. 17 and that there are about 78 one-way trips per week on the spur
line that runs from U.S. 17 to the St. Johns River Power Park and Blount Island. Section 4.1.10.1
states that, in the event that all coal for the proposed project would be transported by rail, three
additional trains per week (six new one-way trips) would be required. This would increase total
movement on the CSX line paralleling U.S. 17 by about 5% and would increase the spur line
traffic by about 8%. However, the decibel-level of the noise would remain the same. As
discussed in Section 1.6, a speaker at the public scoping meeting noted that the train passages are
routinely punctuated by high-decibel train whistles [which the speaker said he had measured at
108 dB(A) at his property line] and loud rattling of the cars themselves [up to 85 dB(A)]. In the
more likely event that barges and ships would be the primary means of coal transport, no more
than one additional train per week would be required and the relatively small percentage
increases in train traffic described above would be substantially reduced.

Comment 9–7:
“It should also be noted that while barges may have less noise effects than other modes, there
could be greater effects for other forms of pollution, such as wetland impacts (unloading dock
construction or expansion) and water quality pollution (spills). These impact tradeoffs should be
considered and discussed in the FEIS.”

Response:
The EIS discusses potential impacts associated with waterborne delivery of solid fuel and
limestone. Section 4.1.5.3 states that disturbance of salt marsh habitats would be negligible
during construction of the system for unloading and handling waterborne deliveries. Wetlands
associated with the upper salt marsh communities would not be measurably affected because
nearly all of the conveyor system for delivery associated with either unloading option would span
these habitats using existing structures and would involve no clearing or earthmoving activities.
Although some pilings may need to be installed at the upper fringes of the salt marsh and in San
Carlos Creek, any impacts resulting from piling installation would be very localized and
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temporary and would not measurably affect the normal structural and functional dynamics of the
salt marsh and nearby estuarine ecosystems. 

As discussed in Section 4.1.3.2, accidental spills from the proposed facility would be cleaned up
in a timely manner in accordance with a spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plan and
the best management practices plan for the facility. The rapid cleanup of an accidental overland
spill of solid fuel or limestone would minimize runoff into San Carlos Creek or the back channel
of the St. Johns River. Two spills have occurred at Northside Generating Station during the
unloading of fuel oil shipments. Corrective action was taken to prevent or mitigate further spills.
Spills of solid fuel or limestone would be easier to handle and remediate than liquid spills. The
transport of fuel or limestone to Northside Generating Station would be the responsibility of the
supplier until the vessels dock to unload their cargo. In accordance with the conditions contained
in the SLERP issued by the FDEP, JEA would maintain a fuel spill and response plan for fuel
unloading activities. In addition, best management practices would be implemented during all
fuel unloading operations, including booms for temporary containment around the unloading area
and a vacuum/collection system to remove any material inadvertently deposited on the dock.
Transfer stations along the conveyor would be equipped with washdown or wet suppression
collection and containment systems. The wastewater in these containment systems would be
routinely emptied and transported for treatment at the chemical waste treatment facility.

Comment 9–8:
“Noise Mitigation - We note that some mitigative measures are apparently proposed. These are
listed on page 4-59 as 1) installing baffle silencers for fans, 2) enclosing coal and limestone
crushers, and 3) installing sound insulation in buildings. This mitigation is intended for
compliance with the city ordinance. JEA should commit to such mitigation in the FEIS and verify
its effectiveness after prospective project construction.”

Response:
JEA would implement mitigation measures as required to comply with the city of Jacksonville
noise ordinance level of 60 dB(A) at any residence. Should concerns be raised by nearby
residents who question JEA’s compliance with the Noise Pollution Control ordinance limits, JEA
would verify the effectiveness of the mitigation measures.

Comment 9–9:
“Page 4-59 states that the mitigation measures would ‘...ensure that noise would not exceed
85 dB(A) at a distance of 3 ft from equipment.’ We assume, however, that steam blowouts would
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exceed such a level (but that steam piping is apparently not included here as ‘equipment’).
However, JEA should consider some ‘source reduction’ or ‘at-source’ noise mitigation of such
intrusive noise emissions. Could JEA perhaps devise some enclosure technology to attenuate
steam blowout noise?”

Response:
JEA likely would perform continuous, low-pressure, high-velocity steam blowouts. Although this
activity would be conducted around the clock, noise levels at the nearest residences should be
below levels of concern with this type of blowout that uses low-pressure steam rather than high-
pressure steam. However, because JEA’s steam blowout plan has not been finalized, JEA has
committed to installing mufflers if high-pressure steam blowouts are conducted or, if mufflers
are not installed, has committed to measuring the noise levels at the nearest residences to ensure
that the levels would conform to the Noise Pollution Control ordinance limits (J. A. Leduc, JEA,
personal communication to R. L. Miller, ORNL, February 10, 2000). Section 4.1.10.2 of the EIS
has been modified to incorporate this information.

Comment 9–10:
“If steam blowouts and other intrusive noise events cannot be mitigated at the source or
otherwise, we agree that at a minimum, proposed public notification of such events should be
provided to nearby residents (page 4-58). The FEIS should indicate what form(s) of notification
will be provided (e.g., newspapers, fliers, phone calls, etc.) and the expected frequency of such
blowouts should be estimated in the FEIS and be included in the notifications. Finally, a noise
complaint line should be established by JEA, with JEA responses to reasonable complaints being
provided in a timely fashion. Procedural/mitigative modifications should be considered based on
these complaints.”

Response:
See response to Comment 9-9, which discusses JEA’s options for steam blowouts. If necessary,
the awareness program for high-pressure steam blowouts would include public notification
through newspaper and radio announcements and phone calls to appropriate emergency response,
regulatory, and other governmental agencies. If JEA conducts high-pressure steam blowouts,
they would be conducted for up to 10 days for each of the repowered units before start-up, and
then would occur for up to several days only once every 5 to 10 years during major plant
maintenance outages. A typical sequence would be to conduct several steam blowouts per day for
several days during the period; the duration of each steam blowout would be about 3 min and the
interval between blowouts would be no less than 30 min. Section 4.1.10.2 of the EIS has been
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modified to include this information. To register a complaint regarding noise levels, residents
should contact JEA Customer Service at (904) 632-5200 or toll free at (800) 683-5542.

Comment 9–11:
“Page 4-60 indicates that mitigative measures are predicted to attenuate operational noises to 48,
50, 59 and 57 dBA in the four directions of the proposed project. We assume that these levels are
daytime average levels; the FEIS should clarify. We also note that these levels are quite similar
to or even less than the ambient levels noted above for the daytime background (55-60 dBA). As
such, the attenuated levels (or ambient levels) are somewhat questionable and should be verified
in the FEIS. Also, as indicated above, JEA should verify whatever final predictions are made (for
mitigated noise levels incorporated in the FEIS) after prospective project construction and use
adaptive management to further minimize noise as needed.”

Response:
Because the proposed facility would be used during commercial operation as a baseload unit
operating 24 hours per day at the 297.5-MW level for 90% of the time during the year, noise
levels attributable to operation of the facility would be independent of time of day. The estimated
levels are similar to and perhaps less than ambient levels because ambient levels are often
dominated by other sources of noise, particularly from vehicles. This information has been added
to Section 4.1.10.2 of the EIS. See response to Comment 9-8 for a discussion of noise
verification by JEA.

Comment 9–12:
“We note the mention of traffic congestion (pg. 4-56) during construction of the facility. To what
extent is this expected to affect local air quality?”

Response:
As discussed in Section 4.1.2.1, exhaust emissions from workers’ vehicles during facility
construction, including during periods of traffic congestion, would be very small compared to
regulatory thresholds typically used to determine whether further air quality impact analysis is
necessary. For example, as discussed in Section 4.1.2.2, although a conformity determination is
not required because the precursors of O  (VOCs and NO ) are evaluated in the PSD permit3 x

application, the exhaust emissions from workers’ vehicles would be much less than the levels
that trigger a conformity determination (i.e., 100 tons per year for VOCs and NO  in maintenancex

areas outside an O  transport region). Duval County is a maintenance area for O . Similarly, CO3 3

and particulate emissions from workers’ vehicles would not be expected to contribute to
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exceedances in ambient air quality standards because current CO and particulate levels are less
than 50% and 70% of the standards, respectively (Table 3.2.1).

Comment 9–13:
“Page 4-61 states that ‘[t]he majority of customers receiving electricity from the proposed
facility would not experience any change in exposure levels due to electromagnetic fields
because the fields would be confined to areas along the transmission lines.’ The FEIS should
verify that the widths of the rights-of-way are in compliance with state of Florida law relative to
the line voltage transmitted and the breadth of the associated magnetic fields. Will expansion of
the ROWs be required after project construction and operation in order to maintain/achieve
compliance?”

Response:
The widths of the existing rights-of-way are in compliance with state of Florida law and were
designed in accordance with the applicable standards that applied at the time of construction of
the lines. Expansion of the rights-of-way exiting the plant would not be required because the
voltage on the lines would not change and any increases in magnetic fields would not exceed
maximum values that the lines were originally designed to handle.

Comment 9–14
“Based on the information provided on page 4-20 under the dioxin and furans sections, it appears
as though the cancer risk associated with dioxin, furans and other carcinogenic substances was
calculated on a ‘per year basis.’ The risk calculations should be reported as the excess
carcinogenic risk instead. This should increase the calculated cancer risk documented in this
DEIS.”

Response:
Cancer risk is consistently discussed in the EIS on a “per year” basis. Because the facility would
be designed for a lifetime of 30 years, the risk from a 30-year period of exposure during the
lifetime of the facility can be approximated by multiplying each corresponding annual risk by 30.
This statement has been added to Section 4.1.2.2 of the EIS.
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Comment 9–15
“Furthermore, please provide additional information regarding the underlying health-based
criteria and any risk levels associated with Florida’s Ambient Air Reference Concentrations
(FAARCs).”

Response:
The FAARCs for each pollutant are derived to minimize health risk to the general population.
However, some individuals who are hypersensitive due to a combination of genetic factors,
previous exposures, personal habits (e.g., smoking), age, medication, or other factors, may
experience effects at concentrations at or below the FAARCs. The health-based criteria for
deriving reference concentrations are obtained from professional literature by professional
hygienists. For example, for the two elements (beryllium and mercury) considered in detail in the
EIS, the 24-hour FAARCs are derived from guideline values developed by the American
Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) that are adjusted to apply to the
general public, as discussed in Section 4.1.2.2 of the EIS. The following reports provide more
detailed information about mercury:

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 1997. Mercury Study Report to Congress,
Volume V, Health Effects of Mercury and Mercury Compounds, EPA-452/R-97-007.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 1996. Study of Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions
from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units--Interim Final Report, EPA-453/R-96-013a-c
(3 volumes).

The following report provides more detailed information about beryllium:

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 1987. Health Assessment Document for Beryllium, 
EPA/600/8-84/026F.
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Letter No. 10

Val Bostwick, President, Northside Civic Association, Inc., P. O. Box 26234, Jacksonville,

Florida 32226

Comment 10–1:

“The statement reads ‘Should economic conditions change, rail traffic could increase by up to

3 additional train deliveries per week, exacerbating some existing community concerns with noise,

vibrations, and blocked roads.’ The last, ‘Blocked Roads’, is of great concern because existing

rail traffic already cuts off neighborhoods from essential services such as Fire & Rescue when

coal deliveries are made to the St. Johns River Power Park and the U.S. Generating/Cedar Bay

Facility.

Any possible increase in rail traffic should be carefully examined. JEA has here-to-now, indicated

coal deliveries would be made by water. Because of only having one way in, the estimated

increase of three (3) trips would equate to six (6) trains because every trip in requires a trip out.”

Response:

Current community concern with blocked roads and other effects of rail traffic is described in

Section 1.6, and the phenomenon of road blockage is described in Sections 3.9.1.1 and 4.1.10.1.

An explanation that three additional train deliveries would mean an increase of six one-way trips

is provided in Section 4.1.10.1. These six additional trips would represent an increase of about 5%

in total movement on the CSX rail line paralleling U.S. 17 and an increase of 8% on the spur line

that runs from U.S. 17 to the St. Johns River Power Park and Blount Island.
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Letter No. 11
Samuel S. Tyson, P.E., Executive Director, American Coal Ash Association, 6940 South Kings
Highway, Suite 207, Alexandria, Virginia 22310-3344

Comment 11–1:
“We ask if there is a distinction to be made between the residues from coal and those from the
coke, and for varying fuel combinations in between 100% of either fuel, based on the physical
and chemical characteristics of the residues?”

Response:
No distinction would be made between residues from coal and those from petroleum coke. Ash
from coal and petroleum coke would be commingled in the ash storage area, in accordance with
the fill sequence established in the Class I landfill permit currently under review by the state of
Florida. Characteristics of the commingled ash would be considered during its marketing. 

Comment 11–2:
“Also, if excess material is disposed, either on-site or off-site, will the combustion residues from
each fuel be placed in separate areas to allow for the potentially different management practices
that may be needed for each of these materials? Such management practices could significantly
enhance the marketability of the combustion residues.”

Response:
Residues generated from the combustion of coal and petroleum coke would be commingled and
stored initially in cell I of the ash storage area. Ash would require EPA-approved certification
that it is nonhazardous before it would be accepted for disposal. JEA would consider segregating
the ash should it become necessary for its marketing and sale. 

Comment 11–3:
“Furthermore, if unforseen circumstance [sic] develop with respect to the performance of the
disposal site, such as occurrences of runoff or movement of leachate, can the contribution of each
combustion residue be distinguished?”

Response:
The ash storage area is being permitted based on the requirements for Class I landfills in the state
of Florida. The runoff and leachate collection system is designed to accommodate the 25-year,
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24-hour storm event. Runoff and leachate collected in this system would be discharged to the
onsite chemical waste treatment system and commingled with other wastewater streams
generated on the site. Therefore, the contribution of each combustion residue would not be
distinguishable. However, groundwater and surface water monitoring would be implemented to
ensure continued proper operation of the permitted systems. 

Comment 11–4:
“4.1.7.2  Operation - Combustion Ash Management - As an alternative to the stated plan, the
storage cells (I and II) for uncovered ash could be developed concurrently with separate areas for
the combustion residues from each of the two fuel sources (and perhaps an area for fuel mixes
between the two). The added cost of operating the two sites might be more than offset by
revenues from additional marketing opportunities that could be developed.”

Response:
It is JEA’s intention to develop cell I alone for ash storage. By implementing an aggressive
marketing program for this commingled residue, JEA intends to be able to prevent development
of cell II. Cell II would only be developed if additional storage space is required or if marketing
dictates that the ash should be stored separately. 

Comment 11–5:
“By capitalizing on the tendency of these CFB combustion residues to self-harden due to
hydration reactions, it may be feasible to manufacture certain products such as roadbase material
and synthetic aggregates. These products might be stockpiled in the cells and used at later dates,
as needed, with the seasonal fluctuations in demand for highway construction and commercial
building markets.”

Response:
Opportunities including those described are being considered by JEA.

Comment 11–6:
“7.- Regulatory Compliance and Permit Requirements - Opportunities to utilize the CFB
combustion residues, in lieu of disposal, should be developed and pursued simultaneously with
the review of regulatory compliance and permit requirements. This early action, in harmony with
all federal, state and local requirements, will dramatically improve the likelihood of developing
successful marketing programs.”



JEA EIS

G-126

Response:
Opportunities to utilize the ash, in lieu of disposal, are being developed by JEA concurrently
with the state of Florida’s review of the Class I landfill permit for the ash storage area. JEA
intends to pursue these opportunities upon selection of the contractor to manage the ash storage
area and market the ash.

Comment 11–7:
“Similarly, cautions should be raised against the use of the CFB materials in any engineering or
manufacturing application where volume stability, either expansion or shrinkage, would be a
factor in their successful performance.”

Response:
JEA intends to consider these concerns during research conducted by the selected marketing firm
to determine suitable applications for the ash.

Comment 11–8:
“The similar long-term benefit of the project should be to demonstrate environmentally sound
and innovative uses for the combustion residues.”

Response:
DOE agrees that a long-term benefit of the proposed project is to demonstrate environmentally
sound and innovative uses for the combustion ash. Section 9 of the EIS states that, unlike with
many conventional technologies, the combustion ash from the proposed project is suitable for
beneficial uses such as road construction material, agricultural fertilizer, and reclaiming surface
mining areas.

Comment 11–9:
“The method used in citing the ACAA reference in section 4.1.7.2 Operation - Combustion Ash
Management of the EIS document may give the impression that the nationwide survey of CFB
ash and its variety of applications was conducted by ACAA; however, that survey was conducted
by the Council of Industrial Boiler Owners (CIBO), a cosponsor of the July 1997 workshop. The
survey of CFB ash was described in a paper  that was presented at the ACAA workshop and that5

paper subsequently was included in the ACAA publication  that was cited in the EIS document.4
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Similarly, the EIS document appears to attribute the following statement to ACAA: ‘Data
obtained nationwide with regard to leachability and toxicity of CFB ash indicates that none of
more than 450 sample analyses exceeded regulatory thresholds.’ This information also came
from the paper  presented at ACAA’s July 1997 workshop, which subsequently was published by5

ACAA .”4

Response:
In both cases, Section 4.1.7.2 of the EIS text has been modified to indicate the correct citation.
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Letter No. 12
Ralph Cantral, Executive Director, Florida Coastal Management Program, State of Florida
Department of Community Affairs, 2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Comment 12–1:
“Based on the information provided, the Department finds the proposed project to be consistent
with its statutory authorities in the Florida Coastal Management Program, provided all necessary
permits are obtained prior to construction activities.”

Response:
All necessary permits for the proposed project would be obtained as required by the permitting
agencies.

Comment 12–2:
“We note that the project will have a cultural resource survey performed. The resultant survey
report shall conform to the specifications set forth in Chapter 1A-46, Florida Administrative
Code, and will need to be forwarded to this agency in order to complete the process of reviewing
the impact of this proposed project on historic properties.”

Response:
See response to Comment 6-1.

Comment 12–3:
“Based on the information provided, we find that the subject project may have a direct impact on
the State Transportation System.  It is requested that the applicant submit all site plans and
access plans to Mrs. Carol Wright, Jacksonville Permit Engineer, Jacksonville Urban Office, Post
Office Box 6669, Jacksonville, Florida 32236-6669 Telephone (904) 360-5433 in order to secure
proper permits.”

Response:
This comment was based on the assumption that there would be construction associated with the
proposed project on Heckscher Drive, which is a state road. JEA has contacted Carol Wright to
discuss this concern and both parties agree that, because project-related construction would not
occur along Heckscher Drive and because the only access for construction personnel would be
located at the New Berlin Road entrance to the facility, JEA is not required to submit site plans
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and access plans for the proposed project to the Florida Department of Transportation
(C. A. Wright, Florida Department of Transportation, personal communication to J. A. Leduc,
JEA, January 7, 2000).


